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There is the possibility that in this instance, as Wooton^^ pointed 
out, the “plants were not distributed under the collection num¬ 
bers.” Until further information is at hand, Turkey Creek, 
Uvalde-Kinney county line, Texas, may be accepted as the type 
locality of Datura WrUjhtii Hegel. 

Recommendations 

a) I recommend that Datura uieteloi'dex DC. be accepted as a nomen 
emendandum, and continued in use with such corrections matle in descrip¬ 
tions as are necessary to bring the concept into accord with the living plant. 

b) It is desirable that record of such an emended status lie made by citing 
the liinomial as “D. meteloides !)('. emend.'' 

c) I recommend that “/). meteloideK DC. ” be considered bv the Com- 
mittee on .\omenclature of the International Botanical Congre.ss; and if a 
nomina eonxervanda. list for species, apart froju that for genera, meets with 
support from the Congre.ss, that the binomial be proposed for that list to 
be acted upon at the next regular meeting of the Congress. 

d) In the event that /). meteloides DC. is relegated to the list of nomina 
eonfusa by the Congress, I recommend that Datura Wrightii Regel be 
taken up as the next available name for this sjiecies. 

e) I recommend that Charles Wright 526 (CSXH ()()043) be accejited as 
the lectotype, as designated herein, and that accordingly d'urkey Creek, 
Uvalde-Kinney Co. line, Texas, be taken as the tyiie locality for D. 
Wrightii Regel. 

U.NIVEHSITV OF (’OLOKADO, 

Boidder 


18 UHKIKHOX (WHOLINIAXUS A VALID 

AMKRK'AX 8PF.C1ES? 

.\L L. Fkhnald 

In hi.s sumptuous Ilortus hiltluimensis, ii. 412, t. (TX'VI, fig. 
394 (1732), Dilhuiius (les{*rib(‘d and illusfrati'd his Virga aurea 
rarolinensis, Linariae nionsi)essulanae foliis; and upon thi.s ac¬ 
count alone Linnaeus, 8]). FI. 803 (17.’)3), ba.sed his Erigeron 
carolinianum, assumed by Linnaeus from the Dilleniaii phrase to 
have its habitat in Carolina. Erigeron caroUnianus was one of 
several plants given binomials by Linnaeus, probably without 
first-hand knowledge of them, and assumed to be American. 

N^aturally American botanists began guessing what Dillenius 
might have had. Most of them, unfortunately, did not read 
what he said. Thus Pursh, FI. Am. Sept. ii. 535 (1814), placed 

Wooton. BulL Torrcy Bot, Club 33: 561—566. HK)6; cf. also, Geiser, Field & Lab. 

4: 23-32. 1035, for valuable additions to Wooton’s paper. 
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the y(41o\v-fl()\v('r('(l Dillonian plant, with flowers all ligulaU^ the 

stem “two cubits and inon* high, and at l)as(‘ as thick as a small 

finger”, in the synonymy of tin* delicate* filiform-st(*mmed and 

cespitose Krujeroti hyssopifolius Michx. (().’>-3 dm. high, with 1 

or few terminal hea.ds with c(*ntral r)-t.ooth(*d corollas of all 

Astereae, the long liguh's lilac-purple to white) which ocenirs on 

calcareous lock from Newfoundland to Mackenzie, south to 

Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, cerntral Maim*, northern Vi'i mont, 

northern New York, Ontario and northern Michigan. By .so 

disposing of E. raroliuinnus, Pursh gave* the* l)e)re*al E. hpsf^opi- 

folivs the impeKssible range: “ In le)w gre)unels: (’anada te) ('are)lina 

rays yelle)w.” dduit was a he>pe*le‘ssly bael guess but, 

re'allv, no worse than the).se maele* bv late*r authe)rs; but in e)reler 
• • / 

to unde*rstanei the ])re)blem it is nece'.ssarv te) epu)te> the* pe*rtine*nt 
pe)ints in the long Dillenian ace*.e)unt (freely translat(*el): 

Stein erect, 2 culiits anel more high, as thick as the little finger towarel 
the root, terete, reelelish below, striate, cle)the'el freem base te) .summit with 
cre)wdeel very narrow entire leaves, similar to those of Linnrin odnraUi 
.1. Baiihin, yet ne)t glal)re)u.s hut subhirsute; stems teiwarel the summit 
emitting freeiuent leafy branches with leaves like the others l)ut smaller, 
the.se branches with 1-few fle)wers (he*aels); involucre e»l)long, sleneler, 
.scaly (()-7 mm. high, .3-4 mm. thick), its lignles (‘\semi-flosculi”) small 
anel yellow (fig. 1) the elisk-florets (figs. 2 anel 3) not stellately elivideel, as 
in other sjiecies, but entire at summit, with a ligule at fine siele; achenes 

A ^ A 


with sleneler pajipus 


Oelor of Conyzd (’(inddctisis ( E. raii'(i<lenKii<). 


Then Dillenius aelded the significant note^ that in the green- 
hou.se the plant flowereel in late November, the fiowe'is appearing 
te) him te) be ne)t natural; in other weirels, the plant .seeme'd te) 
Dillenius to be a monstrosity‘ (pei.ssibly elue: to aphiels eir fungi). 

Beturning to early attemjits to place* the* Dillenian plant, in 
182fi ('assini (a famous generic splitf e'r in the (^onrpositae), .setting 
up the new genus Phalacroloma feir Erigeron (innuus and strigosus, 
saiel under his P. ohtusifolia Cass, in Die*t. Sci. Nat. xx.xi.x. 40o 
(1820), e. Erigeron slrigosiiH: “ Neius avejns fait cette ele.scription 
spee'ifiepie, et celle eles caracteres gehieriejues, sur un echantillon 
sec, incomplef et (*n tre.s-mauvais etat, epii .se trouve elans 

il e*st ed.i(iue*te' avec doute 
e/u”—showing how easily 


e)u 


ifoh 


I’herbier ele M. Desfeintaines, 

Erigeron enrol ini anuni eiu /u/s.se 

> In Hiherna(!ulo Kltlianicnsi floruit anno 1727. Novpinhri.s line. runi<|Uo tarn 
fero flore.s protulerit. tlubiinn niihi visum, num llosculi essent naturales, & an non 
alia topicliore Uunpestate, Mosculoruni aliorum instar aperirentur, si nempe^ inaturius 
flororet. 
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segrogatc-gcncra could lx‘ proposed long before the so-called 
“ Neo-American ” era. Then in 183(3, ('assini’s American rival 
at generic splitting, Rafinesque, i)ublished the genus Diplcmiurn 
Raf. FI. Tellur, ii. 50, with four specie's: Erigeron carolmianum 
L.; E. nervosum, the E. nervosus Willd., which is Chrgsopsis 
nervosa (Willd.) Fernald in Rhodoua, xliv. 471 (1942); Erigeron 
fpierrifolius Lam. and E. strigosus Muhl.—the combinations 
undei’ Diplemium not then made. Of the.se gues.ses Torrey <fe Gray, 
both wi.se and cautious, wrote: CaroUniamun, of Linnaeus, 

is wholly founded on the Virga-aurea (^aroliniana, <fec. Dill. Eltli. 


f 


which no botanist has 


succeeded in identifying. It has nothing in common with the 
Phalacroloma obtusifolium of Ca.ssini (which is Erigeron strigo- 
sum), nor with the Erigeron hy.ssopifolium, Michx. . . . This 

confusion commenced with Pursh, who erroneously adduced the 
figure of Dillenius and the E. Carolinianum as synonyms of the 


E. hy.s.so]>ifolium of Michau.x.” — Torr. A: Gray, I'd. ii. 180 (1841). 

It would have been well if Torrey & Grav’s note had finallv 
dispo.sed of the freaky plant which Dillenius him.self thought to 
be abnormal. Asa Gray, in his .scxirch of the old .s])ecimens i)re- 
serv('d at O.xford, found, according to nu'moranda accumulated 
by Dr. Stuart K. Harris wlu'n he was studying the group, the 
sheet from which the Dillenian descrii^tion and plate w(U‘e made 


hli 


('onse- 


(pu'iitly, fwling that the plant Ix'longed there, lu' gav(' it in the 
.synonymy of tlu; all-inclusive a8. (enuifolia Pursh, with the note: 
“S. TExriKOLiA, Pursh. This provc's to lx* th(' Erigeron. ('aro- 
linianiim, L., that is, Virga-anren Carol., Ac. Dill. I'dth. 412, t. 


30(3, fig. 394.”—Gray in Proc. Am. Acad. xvi. 198 (1880). ddiis 

synonym was, consecpiently, given in the Syno))tical f lora under 


S. 


ifoli 


witli alacritv tlu^ CommitO'e of th(‘ boi'i’ev 


Botanical Glub, without a word of clarificat ion oi- any supporting 
citation, rushed it into print as Solidago ” Caroliniana, (L.) 


lenuifoli 


in BSP. Prelim. Cat. 26 (1888). One 


has to have a good backgiound of bibliogra|>hic data to interpret 
such loosely published .stuff! In 1894 Greene, again with com¬ 
plete and most atypical faith in Gray’s opinion of 1880, came out 
with Eutliamia earoliniana (L.) Grec'iu' in Mem. Torr. Bot. Cl. 
321 (1894), to displace Solidago teniiifolia Pursh and Eidhatnia 
tennifolia (Pursh) Nutt. 





Khodora 


(Skitkmbkr 



Now it so happens that the Solulago lenuifolia sensii (Jray, 
BSP. and tlioir (•ontemi)oraiies and the Eiithninia tenuifolin 
sensu GreeiK' in 1894 consisted of two quite definite s|)ecies: 
(1) true .8. lemiifolia Pursh as to description “foliis . 
obsolete trinervibus”—the: plant of New Jersey, ext(*ndin(; 
north into Nova Scotia, N(nv l^iif^land, etc., and rapidly pa.ssing 
out southward; aiul (2) E. minor (Micli.x.) F(‘rnald in Bhodoha, 
X. 93 (19()8).S\ lanceolata, minor Mi(“hx. PI. Bor.-Am. ii. lib 
(1803) “in ])ascuis ciiva. Charlestown [South Carolina],” N. 


tcnuifolia Pursh, in part, not as to d(‘Scription, and Euthamia 
minor (Michx.) ('ir(‘en(', Pittonia, v. 78 (1902)—.S. minor, super¬ 
abundant in the South<‘astern Stat(‘s, bc'cnming rare as far north 
as .south(‘rn N('W Jer.sey. As point('d out by m(‘ in 1908 it is 
“ Distin^uislu'd fi-oin S. tcnuifolia l^ursh, which has flat l(‘av(vs 
2-b mm. wide and tlu* cam])anulate involucre 2-3 mm. broad, 
by its almost acicular haivc's (the middle cauline 1-1..^ mm. wide) 

and its nearly cvlindric acute-ba.s(*d involucre onlv 1-1.5 mm. 

• ^ • 

broad.” With two (|uit(‘ distinct and g<‘ographically usually 
isolat(‘d specie.s inchuh'd in Pursh’s orijiiinal *S. tcnuifolia and in 
th(* conc(‘pts of (Iray. Britton and otlu'rs and of (li’ccuu' in 1894, 
the substitution for it of .S', caroliniana (L.) BSP. or Euthamia 
caroliniana (L.) (JrecMU* h'aves much in lU'ed of clarification, for 


tru( 


tcnuifolia prol 


Cnhappily, howev(>r, tlie name S. minor 



Pern aid. 


u.s(*d in Clray's Manual, ed. 7 and by Mackenzi(‘ in Small’s 
^lanual, is antedated by S. tumor Mill. (1708). Anotlu'r naim^ 
for the characteristic .southeast(*rn |)tant has t<> be found. Of 
that mon* lat(*r. 


In 1902, furthermore, (lr('(‘n(' (‘iib'n'd the 



A sin^:l( 


.southeastern sp(‘ci(‘s. Solidago or Euthamia minor was not enouf^h. 


II( 


uifolia 


(1902) 


for the northern speci(‘s, made th(> combination E. minor for the 
common southeastern speci(‘s, describ(Ml by him as having the 
stem “ corymbos(*lv part(*d at about th(* middle into v('rv slemler 

♦ % A ^ 

more or less fastigiate branches all copiously . . . 


ous: leaves 
nerved. 


florihu- 

. very narrowly linear, pimgently acute, 1- 
glabrous throughout, scarcely even the margin 


scaberulous. ” But Greene did not stop there; he proceeded to 
split the southeastern species into the artificial .segn'gab's 
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(phot.ograi)lis of the types secured and ju-esented to the Gray 
Herbarium by Dr. Harris), E. mirrorephala, from the Garolinas 
and Cieorp;ia, and E. tuicropinflld from southern Mississippi. 
P'urthermore, he decided tliatoiK' numl)er, more loosely l)ranching 
than most E. minor but witli broadly corymbo.se summit, Trary, 
no. 4748 from Biloxi, Mi.ssissippi, was “a most .satisfactory her¬ 
barium repre.sentativ(‘ of E. Cnroliniana," Greene then re|>udi- 
ating his and otheis’ misidentification of Erigeron carolmianus 
in characteristically dramatic terms: “In .so far as it is connected 
with a low plant with a corymbo.se mode of branching that is 
common both at the North and the South, the above name* is 
misapi)lied. A critical (‘iKpiiry into the originals of Erigeron 
('arolinianus, Linn, n'veals conclusively the fact that it is a plant 
(‘xceedingly unlik(‘ tlu* Eolidago temiifolia of Pursh, with which 
all authors for eighty ycairs past hav'e blindly agreed in confusing 
it. Doubtk'ss all that Linnaeus knew about the plant in (pie.stion 
he learned from the figure and description that had been pub¬ 
lished in 1732 by Dillenius. He describes it, evidently from the 
plate of Dillenius, as an Erigeron with panicled stem, .solitary 


heads at the ends of the branchlets 


It is .so exactly a 


paniculate ‘Erig(;ron’ that he places it next to E. Canadensifi.'^ 
When, however, Grecuie confid(!ntly identified the Tracy speci¬ 
men with the really V(‘ry different Dillenian plant he overlooked 
.several important differences. In the first jdace the habit, for 
Dr. Harris’s photograph shows that the Tracy specimen which 
(iieeiu' found “a mo.st sati.sfactory herbarium representative of 
E. ('aroliniana'\ has the fastigiately paniculate-corymbo.se 
inflorescence' nearly as broad as high and, as Greene admits, 
“much more broadly [branching] than in the cultivated specimen 
which Dillenius figured from ’’ — as if cultivation changed a broad¬ 
ly corvmbiform inflorescence with manv-headed branches several 
times longer than the subtending leaves into a slenderly virgate- 
racemiform one with branches shorter than the subtending leaves 
and the solitary terminal heads greatly enlarged! Another point 
was overlooked: the Dillenian plate .shows the solitary involucres 
6-7 mm. high and 3-4 mm. thick; an involucre of S. minor 
(including Tracy, no. 4748) more than 4 mm. high and 1.5 mm. 
thick would be very exceptional. And what of the flowers of the 
Dillenian plant, all ligulate, the disk-corollas “non stellatim 
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(livisi, lit ill aliis speciebus, si'd int(if>:ri in sumniitatc, ab alti'ro 
latere elaiisi, ab altero aporti, unde stylus eruinpif in duo eornic- 
ula longiuscula divisus'’? In S. minor (including (b’een(‘’s sup¬ 
posed bjuilmniia raroliniana) tlu' styli; is included or at most only 
shoi’t-(‘xs(‘rt(‘d abo\'e tlii' ri'gularly 5-too(hed limb of the disk- 
corolla. 

Altogether (5re(Mi('’s guc'ss is no bi't.tor than the others, d'he 
sad situation is, that, never having jireviously looked into the 
matt(*r, 1 havi* been accejiting th<‘ statements of others (1 never 
learn not' to do so) and have distributi'd many s|)ecimens of 
Solidago minor undi'r thi' inadmi.ssible name S. raroliniana. Dr. 
Harris was evidiuitly misli'd, as shown in his manuscrijit discus¬ 
sion of the matte;r, by aiaa'pting as tlu; type of the Dillenian and 
Tannixin species, not the plant describial by Dillenius but another 
spi'cimen in the Dillenian lu'rbarium which is tyiiical S. minor. 
From Dr. Harris’s unpublislu'd manuscript I arn allowi'd to copy 
the following item which ('xjilains his interpretation and tlu' 
lab(‘ling of much material as N. raroliniana: “In tlu' summiM’ of 

11)35 Mr. (’. A. WeathiM-bv (‘xamined the Dilli'iiian mati'iial of 

% 

I'Jri(/rron rarolin.iannm ami found that there wi'rc thri'i' sluM'ts, 
two of which could havi* simaimI as a basis for thi' plati*. llis 


noti's show that 


the heails, whil(‘ immatui'i', aic tur- 


binat(‘ and the involuci’al bracts oblong, abruptly acuti' and 

sliining but not strongly glutinous. Tlie third sh(*et was collected 

bv Catesbv in South ('-arolina in 1723 and has tlu' normal 
% % 

inflorescence of th<‘ S. Carolinian,a complex, is distinctly glutinous 
and has the heads 3-4 mm. high. 4'hese facts si'cm to bear out 
(lr(‘('n(‘’s assertion that S', raroliniana. is distimd. from N. Irnni- 



folia'\ lOven though Dillenius had in his hei'barium a jierfi'ctly 
normal jilant of S. minor, collected by (kitesby in 1723, that 

cannot be admitted as thi' t.ypi' of Eriijrron rarolintanus. Thi' 

was based exclusively on the di'scription and plate of 

Dillenius, who did not. di'scribe, mention nor illustrate the 

Catesbv specimen. His species rests wholly on the ])lant raised 

in the greenhou.sc*, and described or shown to have an elongate- 

racemosi' infloi'esci'nci' of .solitarv heads twice the size of those of 

• ' 

till' corvmbose specimen of Cati'sbv and with the disk-corollas 

%' I • 

ligulate and with long-ex.serted styh'-branches. We suri'ly cannot 

take as the type of a well descrilxal and clearly illustratixl sj^'cies 
a specimen which was neith(*r diiscribed nor illustrati'd. 
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As to the identity of the Dilleniaii plant and the resultant 
Erigeron carolinianus L., 1 do not know what it was unless it 
was something not originally from (’arolina or, as Dillenius 
thought, an abnormal individual. If it were the latter the name 
cannot stand. It is automaticalh' e.xcluded In^ Art. 6o of the 
International Rules: “A name or (epithet of a taxonomic group 
must he rejected when it is based on a monstrosity”. 

Since the familiar name, SoUdago minor (Michx.) Fernald is a 
later homonym another name must be taken up in its place. 
The bibliography, for which I am chiefly indc'bted to Dr. Harris, 
follows: 


SoLiDAGo MicKOCEPHALA ((Ireeiie) Bush in Am. Midi. Nat. vi 

170 (1918). S. lanceolaia, minor Michx. FI. Bor.-Am. ii. 110 
(1803). S. (crmifolia Pursh, FI. Am. Sept. ii. 540 (1814), in part. 
aS’. caroliniana BSP. Prelim. Cat. 20 (1888) in part; Harris in 
Rhodoua, xh’. 413 (1943); not Erigeron carolinianus L., ba.sonym. 
Euthamia caroliniana Cln'ene in Mem. Torr. Bot. C’l. v. 321 
(1894), in part, and Pittonia, v. 70 (1902) as to plant, not Erigeron 
carolinianus L., basonym. Euthamia minor (Michx.) (Jreeme, 
1. c. 78 (1902). Euthamia microccphala CIreene, 1. c. 79 (1902). 
Euthamia microphijlta Clrecme, 1. c. (1902). S. minor (Michx.) 
Fernald in Rhodoua, x. 93 (1908), not Mill. (1708). S. micro- 
phijlla (Greene) Bush, I. c. 177 (1918). S. Michauxii Hou.se in 
N. Y. tState Mus. Bull. no. 254: 095 (1924). 

Another m(“mb(‘r of Solidago, $ Euthamia which, unfortunately, 

must be rechrisbau'd is the nortlu'rnmost varic'te of S. (p'amini- 

folia, th(* ('xtr('m(‘ with relativx'lv bj-oad and bluntish instcaid of 
^ % 

attenuate, haiva's which rang(‘s acro.ss the continent from New¬ 
foundland and SagiK'iiay Go., Quebec, to Ilud.-^on Bay, tluaicc' to 
northern Alberta, south l.o t lu* Gaspe Peninsula, Quelx'c, northern 
Michigan, n<»rthern Minne.sota, tlu' Black Hills of South Dakota, 
the Rocky Mts. to northern New Mexico and the valleys of 
southern British Golumbia. Dr. Harris has recenth- called this 
most boreal v'ariety aS. graminifolia, var. Iricostata (Lunell) 
Harris in Rhodoua, xIv. 413 (1943), based on Euthamia cam- 
porum, v'ar. tricostata Lunell (1911). In doing so Dr. Harris 
evddentlv' ov(*rlooked, as I did in 1913, a verv much older varietal 
name given by Michaux in 1803 to charac.teristic specinuuis from 
Lake ISt. John, (Quebec. This Michaux variety necessitates the 
combination 
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S. (JUAMiNiKOLiA (L.) Salisl)., var. major (Michx.), coinl). iiov. 
S. lanccolata L., a. major Michx. FI. l^or.-Am. ii. IIC (1803). 
Kuthamia camporum (Iroene, var. tricoslata Lunoll in Am. Midi. 
Nat. ii. 59 (1911). N. camporum (Clrocne) Bu.sh, var. tricoslata 
(Lunell) Foddo in Just, Hot. Jabresb. xli. Abt. 2: 144 (1913). 
»S. graminifolia, var. septentrional is Fernald in Hhodoha, xvii. 12 
(1915). Euthamia hractcata Hush in Am. Mid. Nat. v. 172 (1918). 


N. hractcata Bush, 1. c. 173 (1918). 

(Lunell) Harris in Bhodoua, xlv. 413 (1943). 


ifoli 


Michaux defined two varieti('s under Solidago lan^eolata: 

V'ar. a. major: foliis rarioribus, latiusculo 
lincarihus: (luac Cmrysocoma grant Ini folia. 

Linn. 

— /i. minor: foliis crol)rioril)us, anguste liiiearihus; axillis 
foliosis: suhglutino.sa. 

Hah. a. in Canada. 

— Ii. in pascuis circa Charlestown. 

riie latt('r, type* of Solidago minor (Michx.) F(*rnald, not Mill., 
the southeast(*rn species, S. microccphala (Greene) Bush, has been 
sufficiently discuss(‘d (s(“e p. 320). 4'he only Canadian material 
under N. lanccolata in the Michaux Herbarium at Paris is a well 
pr(‘.ser\('d sheet from Lake St. John, .scdecbal by M. Metman 
as the type of var. a major. The sheet has 3 s|)ecim(‘ns, so like 
mat(‘rial of var. tricoslata from James Bay {Potter, no. 40), from 
B(‘d Biver, Minne.sota (Ballard, no. 3108) from Leeds, North 
Dakota (Lunell), isotype of vai’. tricoslata, and from the Black 
Hills (Rydberg, no. 770) that 1 detect no difference. In fact, it 
would have been most remarkabh; if Michaux, a.scending th(‘ 
Saguenay to Lake St. John, tluni crossing over to Rupert River 
and descending that, had not found th(‘ characteristic |)lant of 
that area. 'Phe varietal name used by him is highly inappropri¬ 
ate for one of the smaller variations of .S’, graminifolia. lie was 
contrasting his broad-leaved northern plant with his narrow¬ 
leaved southern one. 




